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LEGISLATION
INTRODUCTION AND PASSAGE OF BILLS BY THE 1932
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY
By ROBT. B. STEWART*
It is a highly important fact that nearly fifteen hundred
bills and resolutions were introduced in the 1932 General As-
sembly of Kentucky. That this number of measures had to he
considered and disposed of in a sixty-day session is even more
significant. To have acquainted himself with the provisions
of these bills, the individual legislator would have had not only
to read twenty-five measures, ranging from one to fifty-six
printed pages in length, every day but to have done the impossi-
ble task of investigating the endless, variety of subjects covered
therein.
Of this total number, four hundred eighty bills and twenty-
eight resolutions were offered by members of the Senate. Nine
hundred twenty-four bills and thirty-four resolutions were pre-
sented by members of the House of Representatives. It is the
latter group which we shall consider in this discussion.
That the one hundred House members do not offer the same,
or even approximately the same, number of measures is at once
obvious. One group of members, as shown by the figures in
Table I, introduces a very small percentage of the bills, while
another group introduces a very large percentage of them.
Four members, including the Speaker, introduced not a
single bill and six members introduced only one bill each. Thus
ten pernent of the membership' offered only 0.63% of all meas-
ures presented. The upper ten percent, on the other hand, in-
troduced 239 bills, 25% of the total, or nearly forty times as
*Department of Political Science, University of Kentucky; A. B.
and M. A., University of Kentucky. "Impeachments in Kentucky,"
University of Kentucky Extension Series, October, 1930; "Shipping
Costs in Kentucky," The Kentucky City, April, 1932; "Beginning of
County Budgeting in Kentucky," National Municipal Review, May,
1933.1 In referring to the members, numbers and percentages are used
interchangeably since the House of Representatives is composed of one
hundred members.
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TABLE I
NUMBER OF BILLS INTRODUCED BY MEMBERS OF THE 1932
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY
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*The cumulative number of members also equals the cumulative
per cent of members since there are one hundred members of the House
of Representatives.
many as the lower ten percent. The lower group of thirty-three
members introduced 93 bills-only 9.71% of the total. The
upper group of thirty-four members introduced 596 bills or
62% of the total. The upper third of the members, therefore,
introduced approximately six and one-half times as many meas-
ures as did the lower third.
Of the 958 bills and resolutions introduced by members of
the House of Representatives, 270 are primary road projects.
Bills of this class merely provide for the addition to the pri-
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mary road system of Kentucky a road, say, "from Larkin's
Crossing in Trigg County to Route Number 68." As shown by
the figures of Table II, a relatively small group of members is
responsible for the introduction of the major portion of the
primary road projects.
TABLE II
NUMBER OF PRIMARY ROAD BILLS INTRODUCED BY MEMBERS
OF THE 1932 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY
bo 0o
0d 290 0 29 00
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0 29 0 0 29 0.00
1 14 14 14 43 5.18
2 12 24 38 55 14.07
3 14 42 80 69 29.63
4 8 32 112 77 41.48
5 10 50 162 87 60.00
6 3 18 180 90 66.66
7 3 21 201 93 74.44
8 4 32 233 97 86.29
9 1 9 242 98 1 89.63
12 1 12 254 99 1 94.08
16 1 16 270 100 1 100.00
Twenty-nine members introduced no
class; fourteen introduced only one each,
bills at all of this
and twelve members
only two each. Hence fifty-five members introduced only 38
primary road projects or 14% of the total. On the other ex-
treme we find ten of the members introducing 90 primary
road bills, or 33% of the total. The more inclusive group of
fifty-seven members presented 256, or 95%, of the total primary
road projects.
A marked relation between previous legislative experience
and the number of road bills introduced is apparent. The forty-
seven members having served previous terms introduced only
36% of the primary road projects. Or stated differently, mem-
bers with previous experience offered only 63% as many road
bills as those members serving their first term of office.
K. L.-9
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The tendency for rural representatives to lead in the num-
ber of road bills introduced is like-wise evident. Fourteen of
the sixteen members from first and second class city districts
offered no primary road bills. The other two, it should be added,
represented rural as well as urban population. Neither of the
three members introducing the highest number of road projects
had had previous legislative experience and all three came from
strictly rural sections.
The primary road bills, apparently productive of no par-
ticular evil except overcrowding the legislative calendar and in-
creasing the printing costs, seem to provide a harmless method
by which the new member may satisfy his fancy to introduce
some measure and have it enacted into law.
An index to the importance of these bills is the fact that
they are invariably reported favorably from the committee and
pass both houses almost without exception. Since they are
passed merely as a matter of routine, they are given no further
consideration herein.
The remaining bills and resolutions, although by no means
uniform in importance or subject matter, may nevertheless be
considered as a class separate and distinct from the nonimpor-
tant primary road project bills. They will be designated simply
as "bills" hereinafter and are presented in Table III.
The same tendency of concentrated introduction noted in
connection with primary road projects is likewise discovered in
a consideration of the other bills and resolutions. Eleven mem-
bers introduced no bills at all; seven members presented only
one each, nine members two each, and seven members three each.
Thus the lower group of thirty-four members introduced only
forty-one bills, or 6% of the total. Forty-six members intro-
duced only 13% of the bills, and sixty-one members only
25% of the total bills. In contrast the upper group of six mem-
bers introduced 143 bills or nearly 21% of the total, and the
upper fourteen members presented 277 bills, more than 40%
of the total. The tendency of one group to introduce a major
share of the bills while another group introduces few or none at
all is, therefore, beyond dispute.
The interesting query now arises, do the members who in-
troduce the larger portion of primary road bills also introduce
most of the other bills and .resolutions? Or do those members
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TABLE III
NUMBER OF BILLS INTRODUCED BY MEMBERS OF THE 1932
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY
(EXCLUDING PRIMARY ROAD BILLS)
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10 1 I10 78 313 459
11 3 33 81 346 I50.29
12 1 12 82 353 52.03
13 3 39 85 397 57.70
14 1 14 86 411 59.73
15 2 30 88 441 64.09
16 2 32 90 473 68.75
17 1 17 91 490 71.22
is 2 36 93 526 76.45
19 1 19 94 545 79.21
20 2 40 96 585 85.10
21 1 21 97 606 88.08
25 1 25 98 631 91.71
26 1 26 99 657 95.49
31 1 31 100 1 683 1 100.00
offering most of the
other bills and vice
road projects introduce only a few of the
versa? Which of these is the prevailing
tendency is indicated by the comparisons in Table IV.
It will be noted that the sixty-five members introducing the
average number of bills and less (that is, zero to seven each)
presented only 29% of all bills of this class. This same group
presented 65% of the primary road projects. The group of
twenty-one members introducing eight to fourteen bills each, or
30% of the total, presented 27% of the road bills. Those mem-
bers offering fifteen to twenty-one bills each, or 28% of the total,
introduced only 5.56% of the road projects. The three members
each presenting twenty-two bills and more, or nearly 12% of
the total, offered less than 2% of the primary road projects.
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TABLE IV
NUMBER OF PRIMARY ROAD PROJECTS AND OTHER BILLS
INTRODUCED BY MEMBERS OF 1932 HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES
bn P.4  0,m'0
-d 00n
60 d-0 P0 ____ C3__
0-7 I 65 200 29.07 176 65.17
8-14 i 21 211 30.67 74 27.42
15.21 11 195 28.33 15 5.56
22-31 I 3 82 11.93 5 1.85
Total I 100 688 100 270 100
*Not including Primary Road Projects.
TABLE V
NUMBER OF BILLS PASSED BY MEMBERS OF THE 1932 HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY
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1 27 27 27 77 29.34
2 I 14 28 55 91 59.78
3 I 4 12 67 95 72.82
4 I 1 4 71 96 77.17
5 3 15 86 99 93.48
6 I 1 6 92 100 100.00
Hence, as the average number of bills introduced increases,
the number of primary road projects offered decreases. For the
first class (those offering very few measures) the ratio of bills
to primary road projects is less than one to two; for the second
class the ratio is approximately one to one; for the third group
it is five to one; and for the fourth class it is more than six to
one. These figures indicate that the introduction of a large
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number of bills of one class is not accompanied by the intro-
duction of an equally large percentage of the other. On the
contrary the members presenting a small portion of the bills of
one class introduce a much larger portion of the other class and
vice versa.
Having made the above observation that a preponderance
of all bills are introduced by a relatively few representatives,
we may next ask: Are most of the bills also passed by a few
members? That is, to state the question differently, does a
small group of representatives introduce a large portion of all
bills finally enacted into law?
Exactly half of the House membership, it is interesting to
note, presented no bills at all which became laws. Twenty-
seven others had only one bill each and fourteen members had
only two each which were enacted into law. Thus seventy-seven
of the one hundred members introduced less than 30% of the
bills which were passed. A group of five members, on the oppo-
site extreme, had 27% of the total passed and nine members in-
troduced more than 40% of all bills which became laws.
That a small number of members introduces a large per
cent of those measures finally passed is thus unmistakably clear.
The question still remains, however: Do those members intro-
ducing the largest number of bills have a proportionately large
number enacted into law? From the figures presented in Table
VI we draw our answer.
TABLE VI
PER CENT OF BILLS INTRODUCED WHICH PASSED HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY, 1932
0) 0
~ 0
000 0
0-7 j 65 200 19 9.50 20.64
8-14 I 21 211 32 15.21 34.79
15-21 I 11 195 28 14.36 30.44
22-31 I 3 82 13 15.98 14.13
Total .......... 1 100 688 92 13.38* 100.00
*This figure is the average % of all bills introduced which passed.
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Of the 688 bills introduced 92, or scarcely more than 13%,
were enacted into law. As might be expected, the percentage
passed by the different groups vacillates on either side of this
average. The group of sixty-five members introducing seven
bills or fewer secured the enactment of 9.5% of their bills. Mlem-
bers introducing from eight to fourteen measures, a total of 200,
had 15.21 % of that number passed. The eleven members pre-
senting fifteen to tw.nty-one each had, on the average, 14.36%
of mneir measures passed. The three members who introduced
twenty-two bills or more had nearly 16% of these bills enacted
into law. We are, therefore, forced to a conclusion precisely the
opposite of what one might expect. As the number of bills in-
troduced by the individual member increases the percentage of
such bills passed increases also. A summary of the above figures
shows, in fact, that those members introducing the average num-
ber or fewer (that is zero to seven) had only 9.5% of their
measures passed. Those introducing more than the average
*number of bills secured the enactment of practically 15%, more
th.an one and a half times as many as were passed from the first
group. The members introducing a large portion of all bills,
then, have an even greater portion enacted into law.
As was observed in another instance, the fifty-three mem-
bers serving their first terms were responsible for the introduc-
tion and passage of a very large portion of the primary road
projects. It should now be added that the forty-seven members
having served in previous sessions introduced fifty-three of the
ninety-two bills, or 58% of the total, which were enacted into
law. The remaining ttbirty-nine bills which passed were intro-
duced by the fifty-three members without previous legislative
experience. Thus, those members without previous legislative
experience had, on the average, only 65% as many bills passed
as those who had served in former sessions. The difference is
far too marked to be without significance.
PARTY INFLUBNCE
The Democratic party controlled the House by 74 to 26
majority. Without enumerating the party votes upon each
measure we may nevertbeless gain a "air estimate of party align-
ments from the proportion of bills introduced and passed by
members of each party.
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TABLE VII
NUMBER OF BILLS INTRODUCED, REPORTED FAVORABLY, AND
PASSED (CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO PARTY)
- o - ;) CS
C' 6~ 6d C6C
Rep. 26 121 4.65 46.4 8.2 1 10
Denm. 74 567 4.65 62.7 14.5 82
The twenty-six Republican members introduced a total of
121 bills, an average of 4.6 each. The seventy-four Democrats
introduced a total of 567 bills, or an average of 7.6 bills each.
This difference may be accounted for, in part, by the fact that
the administration was pledged to certain legislation. The in-
dividual member of the Democratic party, therefore, received
credit for the introduction of many bills which were in fact not
his own but party measures instead.
It is generally known, also, that Republican members had
Democratic friends introduce measures for them. Thus it may
be reasonable to suppose that Republicans introduced fewer
bills because of the lesser chance of their being passed.
Only 46% of the measures introduced by Republicans re-
ceived a favorable committee report; 63% of the measures pre-
sented by Democrats were reported favorably. Of the ninety-
two House measures finally enacted into law eighty-two were
sponsored by Democratic members and only ten by Republicans.
Summarizing, the Republicans, who composed only one-
fourth of the House membership, introduced on the average only
60.5% as many bills as did Democrats. Moreover, the Repub-
lican had less than three-fourths the chance that his bills would
be reported favorably as did the Democrat. Finally, the pro-
portion of his bills which the Republican member was able to
pass was only 56.5% that of the Democratic member. Hence
eight-ninths of all bills passed were sponsored by members of the
Democratic party.
SUmmARY oF LEGISLiTIVE PROCEDURE.
It is an undisputed fact that a Very small group of members
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of the Kentucky House of Representatives introduces a major
portion of all bills, while another group presents very few, or
none at all. This introduction of bills, while an important
phase of legislative procedure, is nevertheless only the initial
step. The progress of bills thereafter constitutes the significant
feature of law making.
Immediately after a bill or resolution has been presented,
that is, sent to the clerks desk by the introducing member, it is
read by title only, ordered to be printed, and referred to the
"appropriate committee." When a bill has been referred to
any committee, the chairman of such committee must submit the
measure for consideration at a committee meeting, a majority of
the members thereof being present before a bill may be. con-
sidered and its report determined upon.
Provision is made in the House Rules that "no committee
shall hold or refuse to report a bill for an unreasonable time."'
In case a measure is not reported within a "reasonable" period
of time, it may be called up by any member and considered by
the House. From this provision one might assume that all bills
will be reported. Otherwise, the member proposing the meas-
ures, if none other, would call the bill from the hands of the
committee.
In practice, however, no such procedure is followed. In
the 1932 Session two hundred thirty-four bills and resolutions,
more than one-third of the total, never reached the floor of the
House for discussion, being buried in the committee to which
referred. This apparent inconsistency between provision and
practice completely vanishes when we read another section of the
rules. Although an individual member may call up a bill not
reported within a reasonable time, that privilege is virtually
withdrawn by the further provision that "the House shall, at
all times, be the judge of what shall constitute a reasonable or
unreasonable length of time.''2 Only the vote of the whole
House, therefore, can compel a committee to surrender any
measure which it refuses to report. That this vote is difficult
to obtain is attested to by the fact that only one proposal, 3 out
of the 234 bills not reported, was taken from the committee,
given its reading, and placed in the calendar.
I Rules of the House of Representatives of Kentuckiy, Rule 42.
2 Rules of the House of Representatives of Kentuckiy, Rule 42.
'House Bill 274.
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In a second respect the committee is given wide authority
to determine the fate of legislative measures. Whenever any
bill is reported with the opinion that it should not be enacted
into law, such bill is not entitled to a first reading. Again the
House may interpose and grant the measure a reading by a ma-
jority vote, the report of the committee to the contrary not-
withstanding. But no debate is allowed on the question whether
or not a bill reported shall be read, "except that the originator
of the bill, or anyone indicated by him, shall have ten minutes
in which to explain the bill; and any one member of the com-
mittee who favors the report of the committee may have a like
time in which to explain the action of the committee.' ,4
In only two instances during the entire session in which
52 bills were reported unfavorably was the attempt made to
advance a bill to its first reading over an unfavorable commit-
tee report. In the first case 5 the measure was refused a reading
so that in only a single instance6 out of fifty-two opportunities
was a bill given a reading when it had been reported unfavor-
ably. By failure to report 234 bills and by reporting 52 others
unfavorably, the House committees were able to stop at the
source more than 40% of all measures proposed. The im-
portance of committees and their anthority in legislation, there-
fore, can scarcely be overestimated.
When a bill is returned favorably, favorably with amend-
ment, or without expression of opinion by the committee, it is
reported in full by the Clerk of the House, which is considered
its first reading. The measure must then be placed in the Cal-
endar, read the second time, placed in the orders of the day
and read the third time, before it may be brought up for final
approval or rejection. At any time after the second reading, a
bill may be debated, amended, recommitted, or tabled. If it has
survived the uncertainties of the journey thus far, the measure
is ready to be put to a vote of the House.
Each successive step in the legislative procedure takes its toll
of bills; the number of proposals, at each stage, from the date
of introduction to the time of transmission to the Governor,
becomes smaller and smaller. Of the 688 bills introduced in the
1932 House of Representatives 234 were never reported from
4 Rules of the House of Representatives of Kentucky, Rule 61.
House Bill 37.
6 House Bill 180.
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committees; 52 were reported unfavorably; 18 were tabled; 13
were recommitted; 24 were eliminated by the substitution of
Senate bills; and approximately 175 received the proper com-
mittee report but were dropped after a second reading.
Only 174 remained to be voted upon for a final passage.
It is interesting to observe that of that number only ten failed
to receive the sanction of the House. Thus, an overwhelming
majority of measudres which arrive at the voting stage of legisla-
tive procedure receive an affirmative vote. This fact indicates
that our legislators, individually and collectively, have adequate
means to dispose of any measure without taking a positive, and
perhaps embarrassing, stand to be recorded in press reports and
spread upon the House Journals. That is, excellent opportunity
is afforded the legislator to stop a measure before he has to
express himself upon it. He is thereby enabled to maintain one
position publicly and another in legislative session. Moreover,
he may accomplish this feat with a clear legislative record.
Without entering into the controversy as to whether or not
a second chamber guarantees a more adequate consideration of
bills, a more careful revision of them before they appear in
final form, and a proper obstruction to undesirable legislation,
we may simply state the extent to which the Senate refused pass-
age to measures approved by the House of Representatives. Of
the 164 bills passed by the House, 56, or more than 34%, were
lost on their way through the Senate. The influence exerted by
the second chamber in limiting legislation is therefore, very
decided.
There is one other influence tending to reduce the number
of measures which ultimately become laws. This is the veto
power of the Governor. Even though the Governor may dis-
approve of a measure, his veto can be overridden by a majority
vote of all members elected to both the Senate and the House of
Representatives 7 With all respect to all measures passing the
two Houses during the last ten days of any session, however, the
veto power becomes absolute. The Governor, having ten days
to consider what disposal he shall make of bills presented him,
may veto them after the Legislature has adjourned. This con-
dition allows no possibility that a measure shall be reconsidered
and passed over the executive veto.
I The Constitution of Kentucky, Section 88.
INTRODUCTION D PASSAGE OF BILLS, 1932
Added significance must be attached to this state of affairs
when we remember that of the 108 House Bills passed by the
1932 Legislature, 61 received approval during the last ten days
of the session. The Governor, if he had chosen could have
vetoed this entire number without any force being able to chal-
lenge his authority. As actually occurred, 16 of the 108 bills
and resolutions reaching the Governor were vetoed; 21 were
signed; and 71 became law without his signature. In only one
instances from the sixteen vetoes did the House have an oppor-
tunity to reconsider the measures in question. The executive
veto, then, becomes a most powerful instrument in Kentucky
legislation. Whether this power be for good or evil can be de-
termined only in light of the individual instances in which it
is exercised.
8 House Bill 9. The House refused to override the Governor's veto
by a vote of 27-37, 36 of the House Members not voting.
